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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
November 18, 1996
The Campus Assembly met on Monday, Nov. 18, 1996 at 4 pm in the Science
Auditorium.

I. Remarks: In the absence of Chancellor David Johnson, Prof. Wilbert Ahem
conducted the assembly meeting on 11/18/96. He announced a phone hook-up in the
Prairie Lounge on November 19th for a conference call with Prof. Fred Morrison
at the Law School about the current status of the tenure code and Sullivan II,
the tenure plan recently approved by the Regents for the Law School. In
addition, he mentioned that voting on unionizing the UMM campus would take place
from 10:00 a.m. to 3 p.m. on Wednesday, November 20.
II. Mary Elizabeth Bezanson moved to approve the minutes for the assembly
meeting on October 14, 1996.

m. For Information: Doug Kuenn replaces Gary Donovan on the Student Services
Committee.
IV. The UMM Computing Ethics Policy (circulated with the 10/14/96 agenda) was
presented for action. The addendum included with the 11/18/96 agenda was added
to the Computing Ethics policy by motion of Academic Support Services on October
30, 1996. Fred Farrell moved to adopt the policy, and Jenny Nellis seconded the
motion. Jim Gremmels asked about some of the language in the addendum,
specifically, "who seeks review from whom." John Bowers referred him to an
earlier portion of the policy. The motion to accept the revised UMM Computing
Ethics policy and the addendum passed unanimously.
V. Sam Schuman presented for information the history and current status of the
UMM Assessment Plan, and Engin Sungur gave an overview of "A Plan for the
Assessment of Student Learning at the University of Minnesota, Morris," the
document included with the 11/18/96 agenda. He presented the general objectives
and principles of the plan, a tentative time-table for the implementation of the
plan, and outlined the reviewers' obje.ctions and criticisms. (3 pages of
overhead materials included here!)
Sam Schuman explained that the NCA insists that institutions have to assess
student progress. The plan of the '94/'95 assessment committee was not widely
discussed with the college community, and assessment policy has to be initiated
by the faculty who are experts in their fields. Because the NCA was inundated by
assessment plans, they were a year behind in their schedule by the time they got
back to UMM with a response to our assessment plan. Two readers are required for
a decision. One reader was enthusiastic about the UMM plan, the other was
negative. A third reader joined the negative side, so that the UMM plan was not
accepted. It has a good conceptual framework, but little faculty ownership.
Specifics of their criticisms are contained in Engin Sungur's presentation. UMM
is supposed to report back to the NCA by December. Dr. Cecilia Lopez, who is our
contact at NCA, visited UMM in October and was unambiguous about the following
points: 1) a standing committe on assessment, consisting of faculty, has to be
formed immediately, and 2) the assessment process has to be owned by the
faculty. There is no single mold, since the measurement has to fit the unique
nature of the experience. Whether a comedy or tragedy, it is absolutely
necessary to move forward with imagination, cleverness, and vigilance. Engin
Sungur concurred that there would be no imposition of assessment methods. The
process should be compatible with the natural responsibilities of the faculty.
The results will not influence tenure and promotion, or salary decisions (see
language in the agenda attachments under "The Context for Planning"). Rather,
the outcome may change the mission and goals of the university or a particular
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unit. The proposed plan has 2 parts: 1) a unit assessment cycle and 2) an
institutional assessment cycle. Both have qualitative and quantitative measures.
The results will be shared with related units according to a flow chart also
included with the 11/18/96 agenda. The unit cycle is connected with the
institutional cycle. An assessment committee and a coordinator have to be
established. We are behind with our plan, because we were supposed to have been
working on it since our last accreditation. The plan as it stands is presented
for information and discussion at this point and will come back to the assembly
some time in January.
Discussion:
Tap Payne expressed his concern that the accreditation agency has decided that
we would teach on outcome-based principles. How did they come to the conclusion
that UMM needed to be an outcome-based institution? Sam indicated that QBE
learning applies to all institutions. They must _all_ meet the criteria. The
Vice Chancellor presented a summary of the meeting with Cecilia Lopez: Leaming
goals must meet outcomes and vice versa. New is the specificity about student
learning. The number of graduates, retention, GPA are all relevant QBE learning
must be _demonstrated_. HOW are goals accomplished? How well did students learn?
Is this working for our students? It's necessary to give explicit attention to
learning process and measurement of it and describe and define the process,
which leads back to the planning process. Tap Payne indicated that he resented
the language and politics of this, since it implies that we are assessing
inadequately. He's had conversations with school board members in secondary
schools who use the same language. Bert warned against getting ourselves into a
particular model. The Assessment Task force tried to avoid this. Cecilia Lopez
agrees that any one definitive way is impossible. Standardized tests are not
endorsed in this process. ACT scores are not sufficient. The Task Force and
accreditation agency are in agreement about this. We have a wide latitude to do
this. The plan needs to be open-ended, suggestive. There is a range of opinion
on this among the members of the Task Force. How are we going to try to figure
out how our students meet our goals? We'll learn from each other. Every unit is
attentive to how students learn. The degree to which it is explicit varies. Dean
Schuman interjected that we have enormous latitude in everything but time. What
we put together is up to us. Sam Schuman shares some of Tap Payne's feelings,
but the NCA is US, not an anonymous group. Regional accreditation occurs in
clusters of peers that set standards for themselves, and we must at some time in
the past have voted on issues like this. This is not senseless bureaucracy.
Craig Kissock agreed with Tap Payne and affirms what Sam Schuman said. Cecilia
Lopez described what to do: not to use standardized tests. We all know what we
feel good about in our disciplines, but we don't know what others do in their
disciplines. We might share our experiences across disciplines. Mercedes Ballou
spoke from the perspective of someone who has used QBE instruction for a
life-time. She approached this request thinking about outcomes. It has not
always been interpreted in the best manner for teachers and students. We grade
outcomes. A grade puts value on something, and we want students to value the
same things. At the course level, this can be done, but how does this apply to
the unit level? We need to work on some of our objectives, then do the rest. 1)
What do you do in the classroom? 2) What do you expect students to do when they
get out? Bert Ahem added that we know what we want our students to accomplish
cognitively and behaviorally: what they do when they get out. The affective
component is the one least measured. He advised minimizing paper shuffling.
Ellen Ordway addressed the process: If we do this for each course, and the
courses change slightly from year to year, do we go through this every time a
course changes? Bert Ahem indicated that originally, we said no. We have to

detennine how much change and what kind of change prompts its being forwarded to
the assessment committee. Andy Lopez suggested that a central group to
coordinate assessment of objectives would be useful, but Engin Sungur countered
that it's not a good idea to have .an outside group evaluate objectives and
results. It's dangerous to have outsiders evaluating what is inherent to a
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discipline. Bert Ahem mentioned the need for resources for a coordinator of
assessment. Engin reported the sentiment of the Task Force to decentralize
assessment.
VI. Bert Ahem explained that a by-law revision was necessary to create a
standing committee with responsibilities and powers to accomplish the assessment
task. Under the current by-laws, no person can serve on more than 1 committee or
adjunct committee of standing committees. There is no such constraint for the
Task Force. Since a concern was expressed by the Consultative Committee about
the proliferation of committees, Bert Ahem informed the Assembly that the
Executive Committee had met (per e-mail) and agreed to study the current
committee structure in an effort to comply with the request from the
Consultative Committee to reduce the number of standing committees, in order to
accommodate this new one. (The resolution distributed at the meeting is
attached: it was presented to the Assembly under Item XII of the agenda, i.e.,
New Business.) Mary Elizabeth-Bezanson wanted to know whether the establishment
of the Task Force required majority approval or 2/3 support from the Assembly.
Jim Gremmels thought a majority was needed. Mike Korth, reading Article XI of
the constitution, indicated that a 2/3 majority of the membership was necessary, not
a majority of members currently assembled. A closer look determined that the Task Force
needed only a majority of those present and voting and that the creation of the
standing committee will require a majority of the membership of the Campus
Assembly [Article XI of the Constitution]. M.E. Bezanson requested more
inclusive language in the statement to be voted on. Bert Ahem explained that
the faculty members were nominated by their Division Chairs and the student
members by the President of the MCSA, the association for students. There was no
further discussion. The vote to appoint the Task Force for Assessment of Student
Leaming for the 1996/97 academic year was unanimous. The members include Bert
Ahem, Eric Bass, Eric Bauer, Jim Cotter, Edith Borchardt, Nat Hart, Tom
Johnson, Carol Marxen, Engin Sungur, and the Dean or his/her designee.
VII. Materials from the Curriculum Committee were presented for action. M.E.
Bezanson moved approval of the CC items. Roland Guyotte seconded the motion. Sam
Schuman indicated that 3 courses were involved, one course appears twice. The following
CC items were passed with a unanimous vote.
IS 3009 - new course (regular) with E3, Non-W general ed designation.
Mgmt 3704 - add W (general ed)
Biol 1006 - Add E9-L WQ 97 (general ed)
VID. Lowell Rasmussen presented the Community Center concept. Materials were
included in the agenda for the Assembly. He explained that it is an outgrowth of
the science building, which was supposed to go where the PE Annex is now. Since
the legislature has not looked favorably on funding recreational projects and
students can not raise the money, a partnership has been formed with the
Regents, the community, and the university. The Regents approved this
relationship with private partners. The Science Building will require 20 to 25
million. The existing pool should be part of the project, and that's why the
recreational project has focused on the PE Center. The pool should get better
use by the university and the community. There are still considerations going on
about how to make the plan more efficient and how to keep the cost to 5 million
or below. Two elements are involved: 1) Replacement of the PE Annex. Volume will
be increased to the west of the existing PE facility. The community component
includes a water slide and an aerobic exercise area, and an area where children
can learn how to swim. The present pool is used for competitive swimming and has

a cooler temperature. 2) An area on the 2nd floor is envisioned as a
cardiovascular area. There will be a walking track above the gym. Kathryn Gonier
asked whether the present pool will stay where it is. The answer was yes. M.E.
Bezanson pointed out that the plan was based on physical activity only. What
about the arts? Lowell Rasmussen answered that the plan has been reduced to what
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is doable.
IX. Bert Ahem moved on to the proposal from the Scholastic Committee regarding
the K grade. Edith Farrell pointed out that the K grade was approved by the
Assembly last spring, to go into effect in September '97. The proposal is to
have this particular grade go into effect immediately, at the request of the
faculty. The Incomplete can deny people access to the Dean's List or admission
to graduate school, whereas the K is neutral. The K is already in use at the
Twin Cities Campus. Sam asked whether every student enrolled in a class would
get a K grade. Edith Farrell responded that it's for tutorials, and there are
science seminars, where students enroll in the fall but don't get a grade until
spring. She indicated that it's not a special privilege grade. Edith Farrell
moved acceptance of the grade proposal, and Roland Guyotte seconded the motion.
The vote was unanimous, and the motion carried.
X. There were no reports from Senators.
XI. There was no Old Business.
XII. On behalf of the Consultative Committee, Jenny Nellis asked the Assembly to
adopt the resolution opposing the proliferation of standing and ad hoc
committees on campus and exhorting the Executive Committee to look into the
restructuring of the committee system. Sam Schuman suggested that the Executive
Committee consider not only the number of committees, but also the number of
people on committees. Jenny Nellis moved acceptance of the proposal. Mary
Elizabeth Bezanson seconded the motion. In the discussion that followed, Tap
Payne indicated that he, too, was overworked, but if the faculty is going to
have representation, we need to be present in committee meetings. Jenny Nellis
responded that the number of faculty on each committee could be reduced. Ad hoc
committees could give their work to existing committees. Bert Ahem commented
that the Executive Committee has already agreed to examine the issue and will
come back by the end of the year with a report. We need to balance service load
and effective decision-making. Fred Farrell indicated that overloads are created
by ad hoc committees, search committees, etc. Bert Ahem promised to examine the
governance committees. Loren Gustafson pointed out that there are many short
term faculty members who are not assigned to committees, and tenure track
faculty has to carry the extra load. The proposal from the Consultative
Committee passed with a unanimous vote from the Assembly.
Respectfully submitted,
Edith Borchardt
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